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UNITED STATES UT OF ArPraLs 


I. AHF, secretary of 


Healt Boucetion anc Telfarc 


ei 
—Á — — — — -— - me ͤ— — — ͤ ——ÀÁ— 


An Cbservatioc! 


In August 1935 Qongre8s cnacted social security laws 
coverin: employees only. 

In 1250 Congress added coverage for employers and the 
social securi -y lawr were acdcended. 

Congrese increased statutcry wages to be counted to 
ac count for employers ae indicatcd in enactments in 


ection 215(e) and Section 212. ^ 


w 


These lawe ar tie customs embed in them have been 
sown to be unavailing in the redundant argumente in 
this instart case. 

Factually their absence i8 tie cause of tie redundant 
governmental display of recalcitrance, 
The special United States attorney is recalcitrant to 
intellivige & legal argument in reverse. 
It seems tc nc, the government dy and with ite epokes- 
man Allows an interference of shrewdness to stet hate 
the mitigation of injustice. 
I am pro se. I certainly will not propose to be able 


to interpret law better than a specialist on tne sub- 


ject. 


In an instance of use of surend t&ctice it “ouid ve a 
certainty to be &olc tc finu a pro Se acversary to 
upset. 


However shrewdness makes Binplicity,to an adversary 
it mignt be en easy upeet. 


In suvstance and effect I mean tc convey this ar- 


gument not tc have to courter redundency. 
If thie adversary would tend the pro se artgunent and 
abandon his attitude of redundancy of prosecution, ne 


would &utom&ticelly relcnre jurtice, 


Uy Adversary nee not beer otedient to the law, 


THEREFORE, I respectfully refer taie Court to my brie 
end my filed papere in t:e ordinary court 88 and for a 


would be neceseity for croes argument, 


EXAMPLES OF REOALOITRANOE AND DISOBEDIENCE TO LAW 


My taxable self employment inoome for 1970 was $5116, 00, 
Such was my largest self employment taxable ircome with- 
in the statutory limits of counted 80101 security self 
euployment income to be allowed to be counted in detei- 
mining a largest average monthly wage in order to find 
the largest primary insurance amount pursuant to 
Section 215 subsection(e). 

Publie Law 89-97 dated Jula 30,1965 amended the pro- 
visions of the Social Security Act. Its 8eotion 308(c) 
amended Section 315(e) whose title is "OERTAIN WAGES 
AND SELF EMPLOYMENT INCOME NOT TO BE COUNTED", to read 


as follows: 
*(e) For the purposer of subsection (b) and 


(å) =- (1) in computing an individual's average monthly 
wage there shall not be counted the excess over $3600 
in the case of any calendar year efter 1950 and before 
1955, the excess ever $4200 in the case of any ealen- 
dar year after 1954 and before 1959, the excess over 
$4800 in the case of any calendar year after 1958 ané 
before 1966, and the excess over $6600 in the case of 
any calendar year after 1965, ef (A) the wages paid 
to him in such year, plus (N) the self eunploymenj 
Isen credited to such ye&r( as determined under 


section 212) 


1970-$5118 1& larger than $4800( 1959-1965), 

larger than $4200( 1955-1958), 

larger tham $3600(1951-1954), 

therefor it is a new unrestrained larger taxable income 
to be eounted after 1965 only, 

My adversary SUBSTITUTES my 1970 earnings of $5116 
within & group ef ten ;,oars in a computction period 
BEFORE 1985 and thereby invelidates, eonfuses and in 
every manner defaleates the prime fastor ef AVERAGE 
MONTHLY WAGE" determinsvion, 

Moreovor, this unlawful computation reduces the benefit 
equity, end is failure to eomply with Section 315(f)(1) 
(8)(4). 

And my adversary's confession of suoh wrong doings in 
hie briefe st&teaent on page 10 start of last sentence 


quote " Jacobson also argued that Section 415(f)(83) 
requires that if an individual has new earnings, only 


those earnings may be used in computing ti2 orerage 
monthly wage. This 18 erronious, The prior earnings 
(ether than those thet may be removod from ihe eome 
patetion because those earnings become the lowest 

earnings) continue to be utilised in computing the 


average monthly wage." 


4. 


48 U 8 O 408(a){q) is exemplified a great desl in 


all my adversary's arguments, He cites transcript 
record page 44. This is an instrument purportedly 

a statement by elaimant, surmisedly, only to the 
extent understandable when executed, 

However, due deliberation, and the exactitude of law 
show that Nevember 1,1965 is a legal application only 
fer a benefit under 48 U 8 O 408 (a) for the month 
ef January 1966, Authority P. L. 8-97 on Medicare, 
Moreover, tne form is dated July 14,1966 and as cucia 
is a ejaim for a benefit xor July 1966, I refer the 
Gourt to Section 3808(j)(1) for authority. 

It is insane argument that a July 1966 applieation 4 y 
for a benefit that was due January 1966 is an eleotion "x 
for a redueed benefbt appertaining the lar of 430 8 6 

403 (Q)e 

On page twelve of hi8 brief, using such insane &rzument. 

my adversary mentions $4.80 whieh 18 & medicare ren! 


enarge. 


On page ll of his brief he directs attention to my 
supplementary affidavit of April 21,1975, His argument 

on it is partial truth. 

Section 203 the law of MAXIMUM BENEFITS completely ignored 
vy the government compensates an individual for his loss of 
benefits cue te excess earnings, Such excess earnings 
change column A V of the table of determination for 

& primary insuranee amount. 

Section 203(a), column V in the table lines up with eolumn 
III. 

Column III is the average monthly wage. 

If there is a reduction in benofit8 in eolumn Y it is 


because there 18 a gain in ohn III ( increased earn 


ings resulting inereased average monthly wage). 


The gain in column III again shows up in line with colum Y, 

The government is mute on colum V. 

This Gross brief negates the stand taken against me by the 

government, 

Dated: New York New York Respeotfully submitted, 
December 1975 


HARRY JAOOBSON 
Plaintiff Appellant, Pro se 


SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTARY 


Conclusion 


The Social Security Administrators gave me the wrong plan 

of insurance. 

My brief appendix indicates the points of law, whioh to have 
been "otherwise" used than that used by by the administrators 
of social security insurance, is a proper application of law 
to my st@tus as that of a man born in 1901 entitled to a 
January 1966 social security old age insurance benefit, and 
would indeed set up my proper plan of insuranee, 


The administrators used the plan they interpreted from : 
Section asto) (ANCA) (BNCE) (aS() and interpreted substitution, 
Connotativelg subparagraph (0) ( j is " for the purposes of (B)* 
and changes as follows, quoting the law, "(whether "i reason 
of section 202(j)(1) or otherwise) “, and "otherwise" is the 
(0)(1) indicated in the law of Section 815(f)(3) in whieh it is 
referred to as ()() (o). 

My & iz indicates the laws of proper administration of 

* 203(j)(1) or otherwise", indeed both contingencies apply in 
this instant case, and ignored by the Social Security Adminis- 
tra tors. 


Administrative transcript record exhibit number 11, e 40 
shows my PIA* as $98.50 measured by shown dividend 6328334. 66 
closing date 1965 and & resulting average monthly wage of $256. 
This is the plan above mentioned as used by the administrators, 


Use of my brief e points of law concerning same closing date 
namely 1965, gives results of AMW* of $278.00 and PIAS of 
$107.80, Latter results are computed in my depositions filed 
in the 0.8.District Court identified in the certified court 
record &s documents numbers 9 and 14 and their notices dated 
April 81,1975 and June 83,1975 respectively, 


TR ~ Administretion transcript record 
AMW*-— AVERAGE MONTHLY WAGE 

PIA*—- PRIMARY INSURANCE AMOUNT 
884* SOCIAL SEOURITY ACT 

TD*— Table of Determination of PIA 


Conolusion continued 2 


In 1967 a new 884 P. L. 90-242, Amendments of 1967, TD ine 
dicayges AMW of $278 measures a PIA of $122.20 for Janu- 
ary 1968 payable February 1968, a 134 general benefit 
increase, 


Superseding SSA P. L. 91-178, Amendments of 1969, TD ine 
dicates AMW of $276 measures a PIA of 6140. 60 for Dec- 
ember 1968, this laws effective date being December 1969 
and payable January 1970, a 15$ general benefit increase. 


My 1970 earnings of $5116 recomputed with last previous 
computation namely AMW $278 results in new AXW of $350 

for each month ef 1970 including January 1970. New ANW 

of $350 measures & new PIA of $161.50 for January 1970 

in the same law effective for December 1969. 

However, throughout 1970 because of my earnings of $5116 
and Section 803(A)(b)(f), my maximum benefit was sero 

but my earnings of $5116 resulted in & new AMW of $428 

& measure for & December 1969 benefit and in the Amendments 
of 1969, the law effective for a December 1969 benefit, the 
TD indicates therein that AMW of $426 measures PIA entitle 
ment of $183.60 for January 1970 inoluding December 1970, 


2 SSA P. L. 93-5 dated March 1971 ite law effective 
for & PIA for December 1970, its TD indicates AMW of $436 
measures a PIA of $201.80, a 10% general benefit inorease. 


Superseding SSA P. L. 93-3386, 1972 Amendments effective law 
for & benefit payable in August 1978 its TD indicates AMW 
of $426 measures a PIA of $242.40, a 20% general benefit 
increase. 


The government failed to insure me properly and the District 
Court's decision should not be affirmed. 


DATED: New York New York 
December 1975 
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